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Part 1 


... the session that I wanted, thanks to you, and which fits very well... 
So, we suspend the point where we were in our analysis of the so- 
called modern image, where we had started this analysis, from the 
point point of view -- you remember, it was always our center, from 
the point of view of speech acts -- and, we hang around, since we 
talked about it before, we talked about it, we'll talk about it again, all 
that then, we could put it in at any time, a kind of parenthesis which 
obviously will not be only technical, but will perhaps include a little 
technical, namely this: I clearly specify the theme around which we 
are going to turn today today, with interventions from several of you. 
[1:00] 


It's that my hypothesis, rightly or wrongly -- you can then question 
this hypothesis -- is that the modern image is no longer defined by a 
visual image comprising an off-screen, it's that is to say an exteriority 
in relation to the image seen, a visual image comprising an off-screen, 
which off-screen would be populated by sound elements. Of course, 
the sound elements would not be content to populate the off-screen. 
They can be "in", as we say, that is to say, have their source in the 
field. [2:00] But they are prolonged, and their source not being seen, 
when their source is not seen, they populate the off-screen. We were 
saying roughly, this is the formula of the first stage of talking, and we 
saw that it posed all sorts of problems because the off-screens, the 
notion of off-screen, did not seem unique to us. 


We used to say that: in the modern image, it's simpler because the 
sound element and the visual element enter into completely different 
relationships. How to define this other relationship? I remind you that 
our hypothesis that I proposed to you was exactly this: in the classical 
image, [3:00] the sound element is a “specific” component of the 
visual image; even offscreen, it is still situated in relation to the visual 
image. By the same token, it is a dependency of the visual image. 
Whereas in the modern image, the sound image and the visual image 
have acquired a kind of autonomy. [Pause] But we must follow and 
we must immediately ask ourselves: what are the consequences of 
such a hypothesis? 


This autonomy is famous in certain authors, in many authors who 
dominate modern cinema. We started seeing him last time. But the 
consequences [4:00] -- 


you understand -- if we say the sound image and the visual image 
have become autonomous or heautonomous, if we say that, it 
immediately implies that the visual image in law -- regardless of the 
fact there -- that the visual image in law has lost its exteriority. 
[Pause] I say in law, because in fact, of course, there will still be 
exteriority, there will still be off-screen. But still 


once, that's not what counts. With her offscreen, she is autonomous, 
and in this sense, she has no exteriority. With its off-screen, it is 
autonomous, and then the sound image, [5:00] 


she is autonomous. [Pause] Autonomy gives new meaning to the 
notion of “mismatch”. The non-correspondence in the classic image, as 
we have seen, or the asynchrony, was [Pause] the off-screen and the 
“off? sound. Namely: it was a "non-redundancy", it was the fact that 
the sound element emanates from a source which, not being seen in 
the visual image, in the seen image, [6: 00] in the visual image, 
therefore, did not duplicate. So the asynchrony was a non-redundancy. 


With the modern image, we have a whole new sense of asynchrony. 
Asynchrony will designate “the tear”, to speak like [Hans-Jurgen] 
Syberberg, to take a simpler word, “the interstice”, of the sound image 
and the visual image. Why is there a gap? 


Precisely because each is heautonomous. [Pause] From then on, our 
hypothesis was: in such a regime of the image, in such a [7:00] regime 
of the image, there must in a certain way be a sound framing in a 
relationship to be determined with the visual framing, the sound 
framing being like the guarantor of the autonomy of the sound image; 
exactly as the visual framing will guarantee the autonomy of the 
visual image. [Pause] So, the relationship, here it is, the relationship 
of the visual image framed with an off-screen, is replaced, if I try to 
summarize the hypothesis, it is: the relationship of the visual image 
with a off-screen, [8:00] replaces a gap between two frames. The 
relationship between a framed visual image and the off-screen that 
overflows the frame is replaced by an interstice between two framings: 
sound framing and visual framing. 


So, where we were going to proceed with a series of questions, it was 
on this point, namely: I can specify right away before we really begin, 
it is that, in fact, the question seems quite [9:00] excluded from the 

point of view of the classic image. And why ? This is even the part I'm 


in charge of, I was going to take care of the other parts for you. The 
part that I am responsible for is to say in effect: in the classic image, 
let us take the representation of an excellent critic, who represents 
very well and with great originality in his analyses, which present a 
very good, very good status of the speaking image, of the sound image 
first stage, it's the critic [Béla] 


Balazs. [ On Balazs, see session 10 of the Cinéma 1 seminar, February 
22, 1982, and sessions 18, 19, 20 and 21 of this seminar, and also 
L’Image-Temps, pp. 294-295] 


What does it tell us? If I summarize his proposals that you will find as 
well in his two books [10:00] -- which moreover reproduce themselves 
more or less --: Le Cinéma [ 1948; Paris: Payot, 1979] and The Spirit 
of Cinema [1930; Paris: Payot, 2011], both books translated by Payot. 
Balazs constant themes are: sound has no image, it cannot be 
represented. The microphone does not represent the sound: it restores 
it. So there is no sound image. If there is a sound image, it is only 
insofar as the reproduced sound is reproduced in relation to the visual 
image. But the only image in the proper sense of the word is: the 
visual image. What confirms our hypothesis, we had recognized it in 
advance by saying: well yes, the sound element is a [11:00] specific 
component of the visual image. So Balazs' first theme: sound cannot 
be represented. What is represented are the sources of sound emission. 
[ Break] 


Second proposition of Balazs: there are nonetheless a number of 
operations that can be done with sound. Namely: there are close-up 
sound shots, there are sound shots, and 


in particular there are sound close-ups. [Pause] And to get a close-up 
sound, it's very easy, just approach the microphone. [Pause] [12:00] 
There are sound fades. [Pause] There are even some very famous 
sound fades, for example, in an [Alfred] Hitchcock, a fade between 
two distinct screams. [Pause] Finally there is a sound montage, 
obviously for example, montage-noise/speech-music. 


Third thesis of Balazs: but, on the other hand, there is no framing of 
the sound, and nothing can resemble [13:00] a framing about the 
sound. I insist: technically -- we will see the role of technology in this 
-- technically, what does Balazs have? Of a state of the art including 
microphone and loudspeaker, loudspeaker... [Interruption of the 


recording] [13:26] 


... read a framing once again, there are many sound plans, he does not 
deny it. Sound is localized in space and that's why you can get close- 
up sound. On the other hand, the sound has no side, as he says; sound 
has no side and has no perspective. 


[Pause] [14:00] See, so it's not -- above all, you mustn't confuse, so 
that our problem is clear -- any theme about distance, far sound, near 
sound, is out of our problem. This is a problem of sound plans, and it 
has nothing to do with the question of sound framing. The question of 
a sound framing arises from this: what allows a visual framing, what is 
it? It is that the things seen have sides. So you can shoot from either 
side. They have a perspective and you have to choose a perspective. 
And framing is, if you like, [15:00] in a very vulgar way, it's taking a 
side or choosing a perspective. [Pause] And indeed, it is very 
understandable, the sound is not 


“unidirectional”. 


Therefore, as they say, if there was a framing, it would be a very 
vague framing. And Balazs insists a lot on this: from the sound point 
of view, you don't have as from the visual framing point of view, you 
don't have several possibilities. Moreover, it interests me in the texts 
of Balazs that he passes from one notion to another. From an objective 
notion, the sound has no side, no perspective, to a [16:00] subjective 
notion: henceforth, the same subject... no, rather: henceforth different 
subjects grasp a sound, somewhat nearly the same way, while 
depending on the cameraman, the variation is immense. He says: 
there are a thousand ways to take a storm visually, but the sound of 
the storm, there is only one way. You understand, you can take it 
near, far, whatever you want. But as for the framing, there is no sound 
framing. Well, that's at least a very clear position. 


And once again, that seems obvious to me: in the language that I 
proposed to you, [17:00] each time the image is defined by a framed 
visual image of which the rest is a dependency, that is to say including 
an off-screen, it's all too obvious that sound is a component of the 
visual image, and that it cannot be "framed" as sound. A sound 
framing would imply that the sound takes its autonomy. Here we are: 
if you will, if you grant me all that and [inaudible words]. 


So what will happen? What do we have to look for? We have to look 
for a lot of things. I mean, I would say -- maybe those who are going 
to speak [18:00] will change the order of the issues - I would see the 


order of the issues like this [Pause]: do, in depending on the new 
technical means--not the order necessarily, you will see the 


problems ; we can treat them in another order -- I would say, a first 
problem that I see is based on new acoustic technologies, can we 
speak not only of sound editing but of sound framing? These new 
acoustic technologies, if you ask me right now, let's specify a little to 
understand, I would say, for example, the 


[19:00] -- as I lose my memory of the words -- the filters. For example, 
filters, for example, modulators, for example, what happened on the 
stereo side. You will say to me immediately: ah! but beware ! 
stereophony, isn't this a specific relationship that I wanted to 
eliminate in relation to the sources of emissions, my technological 
question is: hasn't the notion of stereophony technically evolved so 
much that it designates today something very different than a 
relationship with the sources of emission? So there you have it, but 
that's not all. Wouldn't there be technical means that make it possible 
to [20:00] give meaning to the notion of sound framing? There, you 
have to be patient. 


Second point, second point on which I insist: it is that in any case, it is 
not the technical means that are never decisive. Namely, these 
technical means would have very little interest if they did not serve a 
higher cause, namely the new status of the image which is not 
technical. This new status of the image is the interstice between a 
sound image and a visual image. So we could say at the same time but 
this idea, this new idea of the image, it implied new technical means; 
maybe, but this [21:00] 


it is not the technical means that found it, it is not the technical means 
that are its cause. That would be our second problem, or at least 
another problem. 


Third problem, perhaps the most important [Pause]: that in this 
perspective which concerns the cinema, but which does not concern 
“only” the cinema, that at that moment a sound framing will have a 
value even in music even. So we would have to expect that, if the 
notion of sound framing is founded, not only will the sound image 
receive a very precise technical status, but that [22:00] music, starting 
with film music, itself changes status, since we have seen in previous 
sessions, the status that we have tried to say what was the status of 


music in cinema at the first stage of speaking. Cinema music should 
take on a completely different role. 


What would that be? I would have a hypothesis, but it would take a 
new hypothesis then. Obviously, it is the whole conception of music, 
not only in the cinema but for itself that changes. In what sense? That, 
perhaps we shouldn't say it too quickly, but it's all music that would 
become a kind of... It's the music itself that would become a kind of 
"framing", of "framing" . [23:00] But framing in what sense? 


From a frame of the whole sound, including non-musical, namely 
there is a fundamental change, a very important change in the very 
notion of music. [ Break] 


Fundamental change that is expressed at the limit, in the formula of a 
conference by Glenn Gould, about music itself, he titles his 
conference: “music as radio”. 


[ See “Radio as Music,” in The Canadian Music Book (Spring-Summer 
1971), reprinted in Tim Page (ed.), The Glenn Gould Reader (New 
York, Random House, 1984); see also The Time-Image, p. 341, note 
67] [Pause] Or when [Michel] Fano, though very independent 


[24:00] by Glenn Gould, when Fano does not hide that his conception 
of the sound continuum involves and descends straight from [Alban] 
Berg, whom he credits with a prescience 


cinematographic. Glenn Gould, for his part, does not hide that his 
conception of music as radio, however bizarre, would not exist 
without [Arnold] Schoenberg. [ On Fano, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 
301-302] [Pause] 


You see for me, it's those three points, but they're not exclusive at all. 
It is these three points that would allow us to say: we can talk... It 
does not matter; if we conclude [25:00] we can't talk about sound 
framework, sound framing, I don't think I would have much to draw 
from my hypothesis of the autonomy of the sound image in relation to 
the visual image in modern cinema since it is not even a hypothesis. 
So here, you simply have to base it differently, so I would like to be 
able to talk about a mount... a sound framing. Once said that -- 
obviously -- that will imply, that is part of the technical reasons for a 
very different relationship between editing and framing. A completely 


new report compared to the past. 
Voila. 


So I want to proceed there because I found that the two times we did 
it and it was a complete success, there it will be more complicated 
because there are several of them to whom I would like to ask. I might 
go to the bottom if that... But if for now, [26:00] if it works, I'll stay 
here because... Out of sheer laziness. 


I would first like to ask Dominique Villain, if she is willing. Why 
would I want to ask Dominique Villain a certain number of things 
first? Because she wrote a book that I obviously like a lot, otherwise I 
wouldn't talk about it, entitled: The eye to the camera 


[Paris: Seuil, 1984] with the subtitle or surtitle: “framing in the 
cinema”. And there is a chapter: “sound framing”. In my opinion, she 
is one of the first, I don't know, she will tell us, to use... She also puts 
"framing" in quotation marks, the "framing" of the sound. It seems to 
me to read this chapter well, here are [27:00] my impressions of the 
reader, just, it invokes -- first impression -- it invokes a certain number 
of technological changes. It seems to me that the ones that she is 
particularly interested in are related to the microphone and what she 
calls after someone, I don't know if he's a sound engineer, but you can 
tell me if you want well, "the smart mic". And on the other hand, it 
relies on the tape recorder, an evolution of the tape recorder and 
stereophony. [Pause] She shows great caution in this chapter, [28:00] 
in my opinion, very great caution, and if she agrees not to see it as a 
reproach, she shows so much caution, that, in the end , the reader is 
not absolutely convinced of the answer she gives. Is there sound 
framing, is it a notion that makes sense? Or is it a notion that is so “in 
the process of”... in preparation, that we still have to wait to be able 
to speak with certainty of sound framing? So. 


So what I would like, Dominique, if you don't mind, would be for you 
to say, as briefly as you like, how you see now -- after all, a year or 
almost a year has passed -- how you now see this problem that you 
[29:00] 


ask, and already that you tell us, without analyzing them yet, on 
which technical developments, on which technologies you would rely 
the most to define a possible sound framing, which would allow us in 
second place immediately after to move on to the technological lines. 
So. 


Dominique Villain : [ Question inaudible] 


Deluze: What? What is better? Maybe you don't mind coming here? I 
think it's better if you don't mind. ... I have to bring everything, huh? 


[30:00] [Inaudible exchanges, movement in the room, sounds of 
chairs, Deleuze and Dominique Villain move about; Deleuze will stay 
away from the microphone] [Pause; laughter] [31:00] 


Deleuze : On y va! 


Dominique Villain: Yes, I wanted to say that caution is even more the 
rule everywhere, except here, finally on this question of sound 
framing. Well, Michel Chion's book, which is called Le son au cinema 
[Paris: Seuil, 1985] and which came out very recently, goes quite in 
the direction of saying that it doesn't exist, in short that everything 
that is “sound” in cinema is directed to the framing of the image. That 
is to say that everything converges in the cinema, all sounds, all film 
music converges towards the screen, that is to say towards the visual 
framing. 


Deleuze: One could say that in his latest book, Michel Chion 
absolutely takes up Balazs' position. 


Villain: De Balazs, yes absolutely. 
Deleuze: Sound is a component of [32:00] the visual image. 


Villain: So it is only here that the question of a sound framing 
completely autonomous from the visual framing arises. So I asked a 
few questions in my book, but they still had to do with depth and 
perspective. It was still questions of framing, in my opinion, could we 
talk about sound framing, could we talk about sound depth? Well I 
had tried to move forward on this in relation to the image since I was 
more interested in the framing, the visual framing. And also to 
questions of framing in the sense, where can we even say that we can 
frame a sound? Can we take a sound? Finally, I believe that it is 
already problematic at the level of the function of the ear compared to 
the function of [33:00] the eye, already, and then therefore at the 
level of technology, of the sensor of the framing, therefore the camera 
on one side, and the sound framing device which is the microphone 
and the tape recorder. So I had tried to see a little by [there]. 


So at the level of technologies, well, it's certain that if we talk about 
technical changes, it's certain that it was not done at the beginning of 
talkies but much more in the fifties finally precisely so it always 
corresponds to the great post-war break. Finally, at the level of sound, 
are the two great technical inventions the passage from optics to 
magnetic, therefore which precisely allows a sound work not to say 
immediately a sound framing, but a much more elaborate sound work, 
[ 34:00] in the sound recording, in the sound recording, in the sound 
editing and in the sound mixing, which is something very important, 
the mixing in relation to the framing. Finally I think that right away, 
these few ideas that I have in relation to the sound framing; it is the 
sound framing is done in several stages and not only when recording 
the sounds. And so the transition from optical to magnetic is the 
invention by [Stefan] Kudelski, of the portable tape recorder: the 
Nagra, which then changed everything in sound recording, in fact 
compared to before where the sound was was recording in trucks 
quite far from the set. 


So technically, here are the two inventions of the fifties and followed 
by the invention in my opinion... So I am talking about those that I 
have studied a little, [35:00] therefore by that of stereophony and of 
which we can see the effects today in movies. Until now, in films 
mainly with effects, in boxing films, etc., where we had what is called 
Dolby but which is above all stereo, therefore Dolby stereo but which 
is important to us above all at the level of fact that it is stereo, so 
where we have, this completely different sound framing. And this 
sound reproduction in a completely different movie theater since the 
sound no longer comes from a single source of the loudspeaker behind 
the screen but from the side loudspeakers. So hey, Dolby stereo has so 
far been reserved for effects in movies, but it's now being worked on 
more and more by filmmakers. And so yesterday [36:00] I was able to 
see [Jean-Luc] Godard's latest film, "Detective" 


[1985], and it seems that precisely this is a very great novelty, it is 
Godard's use of this Dolby stereo where precisely the film at the visual 
level has very, very simple framing and moreover quite fixed, finally 
there is no longer a single camera movement, and where all the 
movement is created of course, by people who pass in the visual field, 
but by all these entrances and exits of sounds, on the right, on the left 
, in the middle, so on which Godard is playing, as usual, with bursts of 
inputs, sound outputs... 


Deleuze: But isn't it true that, in my memory, this stereo comes before 
[Inaudible remarks] [37:00] 


Villain: She often intervenes; it is not constant, yes, but it often 
intervenes, Deleuze: It often intervenes [Inaudible remarks] it is not 
long since I saw [Inaudible remarks] 


Villain: But you saw it in a Dolby equipped room? 


Deluze: Ah! No. [Laughs] So in an unequipped room [Inaudible, loud 
laughter from the room] 


in my memory it was very, very... 
Villain: Oh! Very often yes. [Laughs] 


Deleuze: No, then you are surely right. Yes, it was equipped since it 
was... 


[Inaudible] [Laughs] 


Villain: No, but it intervenes differently perhaps... Finally, it 
intervenes very infrequently, it intervenes, [38:00], for example for a 
movement of characters who speak; it's Johnny Hallyday who speaks 
to the left and then to the right, well that happens very infrequently. 
In my opinion, Godard does not play on this sonic displacement of the 
voice. But it often happens all the same, I find, for music, good that he 
brings in, or atmospheres that he brings in and therefore that we hear 
on the left, on the right, and which allow him, I find, to do something 
he had always regretted not doing, which is to have someone speak 
very softly in the foreground, for example in a scene where someone 
does not want to speak loudly and has to say things at a low level, and 
at the same time that allows him to have the freedom to introduce, 
moreover, very strong and very present atmospheres or very strong 
music like that. What he regretted not being able to do before, 
precisely when he said that [39:00] was when 


even crazy that when people can talk to each other from the earth to 
the moon, that we can't even in the cinema show someone eating 
spaghetti and talking without hearing the sound of forks covering his 
voice. So there I find that he can do it thanks to this technique, as he 
wanted to do it in a sound way before, at the level of the framing. 


Anyway, I think we're going a bit beyond...your question of...No? 


Deleuze: No, no. [Inaudible] What the hell... Oh Richard, I'll save 
you... 


Richard Pinhas: There is something that shocks me here, Dolby stereo 
has been around for fifteen years, you shouldn't have waited for 
"Detective" for Godard to be able to pass a glass from left to right, I 
don't quite understand... [Inaudible exchanges] I don't understand 
that... Godard could have done that fifteen years ago if he had wanted 
to. [Inaudible] [40:00] 


Compared to the example of Godard... 


Villain: Yes, he could do it fifteen years ago because it existed, and he 
does it today... 


Pinhas: Yes, but then, where does Godard's remark come in when he 
said... [Inaudible] 


Villain: It was before Dolby, it was perhaps at the time of a film that 
he hadn't been able to make, in Dolby, well it's... Until Dolby we 
couldn't do That... 


Pinhas and another student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: No, I think there is a risk of going astray. So I would 
especially like, Richard, I'll keep you, I need you too much... It's a 
problem that she mustn't bring up, because we'll all find it together, 
which in fact between fifteen years ago and now, there is a very 
profound change in the very [41:00] conception of stereophony 
[sounds of chairs, indistinct words] which can no longer be defined in 
relation to the sources of sound emission , and that in the use of 
Godard, all sound processing is defined in relation to something else 
[Inaudible] 


and that this is something that we could [Inaudible] even if it goes 
through a source of sound emission... [Inaudible comments] and that I 
think is a problem... [Inaudible comments] 


Villain: Yes, but otherwise in relation to the objection here, it's true 
that the sound framing, as I said at the beginning, is also done during 
the mixing or [42:00] in the auditorium, well, that's all the problem of 
what to do... 


Deleuze: That's it! What can we do ? How do you distribute what we 


can already do in sound recording? 


Villain: What can we do? But already, I think it's linked to a whole 
conception of cinema by the filmmakers themselves. Finally the 
filmmakers who, well, among the moderns, let's say, like the Straubs 
who only make direct sound, and for whom, it is the centerpiece of 
their work, it is to make films from direct sound and direct sound 
only, and treating it only as direct sound, and for other good, that's 
not the case at all. Sometimes they record sounds during live sound 
recording, and they don't hesitate afterwards in a studio, that is to say 
sO 


to double and [43:00] to work on the sound differently and to play 
precisely at these times several sounds then, in fact, which are 
possible to unmask and create in relation to each other in the 
auditorium, which you can't do live sound because of the 
microphones. Finally that I also believe, well I don't know if we 
should talk about the questions of microphones here now, but it's true 
that the microphones make bad framings. So you have to separate the 
noises and the sounds to be able to hear them, and if you want a 
sound material where there are framed elements for themselves, I 
think you have to do it in an auditorium, finally. 


And besides, other filmmakers [44:00] like Godard or Syberberg, to 
quote the modern ones, do not at all deprive themselves of this 
dubbing work and which they continue with editing, therefore with 
mixing. The mixing too, so the mixing, it depends on the filmmakers 
finally someone like 


[Jacques] Rivette, for his part, also with regard to sound recording, 
takes a lot of direct sounds, has the same respect for the actors' voices 
as Straub, and for example does not use filters for the voices, things 
like that, but does not hesitate to reverse takes, to put the sound of a 
take of a plan on the image of another take and also to work a lot on 
the mixing, to make changes, to add sounds, noises that weren't taken 
live, therefore, and to bring them in there at the [45:00] mix, 
therefore to create yet another new sound volume, or a new sound 
framing. 


Deleuze: But then... [Inaudible] what happens in the mixing and 
therefore in the framing? 


Villain: We can frame the mix. 


Deleuze: You say we can frame the mix. [Pause] Say better why we 
can make a framing in the mix? [Pause] How is that a framing? 
[45:00] 


Villain: Well, we can actually create... 


Deleuze: ...because in fact — I’m going to say stupid things here - by 
mixing, how is that a framing? 


Villain: Because in fact, mixing means mixing several soundtracks -- so 
there too I say right away that I consider that there are several 
soundtracks in the cinema -- finally the question of " there is no 
soundtrack" which is defended by, the thesis which is defended by 
Michel Chion, well, it may be true, insofar as on arrival we have a 
film, but at the level editing work, well, we can't deny that there are 
soundtracks. And the work of mixing, therefore, of a film consists of 
putting on a single soundtrack, [46:00] of mixing several soundtracks 
and putting them on a single soundtrack. But this mixing is therefore 
done in an auditorium; for some filmmakers, it's very, very long, and 
it's one of the very important moments in their film, well, for [Robert] 
Bresson, for Rivette, for Godard, well, for filmmakers like that, it's 
very important for them is mixing, and it's not a simple report on a 
single film of several soundtracks. So they take advantage of it, 
especially since it's the last stage of their film in terms of sound, it's 
the final stage, so they can still work on their film, on their sound 
material, and they can still add sounds, since it's done in an 
auditorium, we can do at that time, we can introduce music, 
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we can introduce sounds, atmospheres, noises, voices, it is a stage 
which is not only a postponement but which is also a manufacturing 
stage. [48:00] 


Deleuze: It's not just a report of several soundtracks but the fact of 
adding, [Pause] doesn't that define a framing? 


Villain: Adding or emphasizing one sound over another... 
Deleuze: Is that where you would see a framing inside the mix? 


Villain: Yes. 


Deleuze: It is very important what you say because indeed, there is no 
reason to think that between sound framing [Inaudible] and mixing, 
there is a relationship [Inaudible] with its 


[Inaudible] between visual framing and editing. 


Villain: But, wait, finally we must not [49:00] forget the sound editing 
either; there is also the editing of the sounds, obviously who prepares 
the mix, we choose the sounds we are going to put and the places 
where we are going to put them. 


Another student: But that's still editing, isn't it? The editing does not 
prepare the mix? He is also [Inaudible] 


Villain: Yes, but ultimately it's a matter of words. [Pause] The sound 
editing continues in the mix and... 


The same student: Mixing is part of sound editing? 

Villain: No, it's the end. 

The same student: Yes, but that's the end of the editing. 

A student close to Deleuze: [Inaudible comments] 

Deleuze: So I would see the mixing a bit [Inaudible remarks]... What? 


Pinhas: I have a small remark that does not fit from a cinematographic 
point of view 


[50:00] or spectator, but from a sound engineer's point of view, purely 
technical. So earlier you were saying that it has these applications in 
the cinema, shooting them where I wouldn't shoot them. I would say, I 
would affirm, on the back of science [Laughs] this technique of sound 
recording, that when a sound engineer takes with a microphone -- 
then I take the lowest example, the most down-to- ground -- the voice 
of an actor, it does nothing other than already from the start, before 
the mixing operation, to filter the voice of this actor, quite simply 
because each microphone, whatever the brand , -- there are brand 
differences -- has its specific differences and that it has to come close 
to such and such a type of voice. 
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Deleuze: Stop, I need this too much later. [ Laughter, Comments 


barely audible; pause] [51:00] It would be that what changed with the 
tape recorder [ Inaudible] [ Pause] is basically mixing operations, is 
that the new mixing involves something that can be likened to a 
framing [Inaudible remarks] 


Villain: Ah yes, no me I think that the framing, if we can call... 
Obviously it's a question of words... If we want to talk about sound 
framing, I think that the framing is done when taking sound, sound 
editing [52:00] and sound mixing. 


Deleuze: So can I ask you what case you see for the framing being 
done during the sound recording? 


Villain: I think that the Straubs are the... [Pause] 
Deleuze : [ Inaudible] 


Villain: Yeah, and they don't change anything. That is to say that they 
would never take the sound of another take for an image during 
editing and they would never add a sound that they had redone. So 
they manage everything, well, to prepare a lot, to work, well, their 
whole sound recording system is often very complicated, but that's the 
rule of their work. [53:00] And them moreover for editing, their 
editing also at the level of the image is not very important, well it is 
very important in their system, but it is simply, it consists in choosing 
among the many takes , choose one and that's it. Finally, it is not an 
editing job... 


Deleuze: Yes, so I understand that very well, but how do they perform 
other operations? 


[Inaudible] What do they do, I can clearly see a first type of operation 
that I call to simplify the [Inaudible] 


Villain: Yes, well for example they did a lot of work for example for 
their film, "Moise et Aaron", according to Schoenberg which was a 
work that started from a very complicated music with an orchestra 
and choirs, finally they did everything, so they planned everything 
[54:00] for them, to do their sound recording mix. 


Deleuze: On sound recording. But this dimension seems to me to refer 
to, [Pause] at least it seems to me to have an aspect that refers to 
what we used to call the directions of space: left, right, even behind, 
before [Inaudible] But we started from this, is that the framing did not 
consist in this relationship, in this spatial relationship, with the sound 
sources. So my question is: are there other operations during the 


direct sound recording with the Straubs than these operations of 
spatial orientation? That is to say, [55:00] I call this first group, direct 
sound recording, I call it: the organization of sound plans. The framing 
is something other than 


[Pause] the organization of sound planes. [Pause] That would actually 
be sound perspectives. 


I take it if you want, so that everyone understands well, I take up my 
criterion of distinction because it seems important to me. You see a 
cube, from a certain perspective 


[a few indistinct words], you can move closer or further from the 
same perspective. It is in this sense that I say, [56:00] let us be very 
careful, let us not confuse the 
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two operations: the determination of perspectives that I will call 
[Inaudible] the framing, and on the other hand the spatial 
relationships of proximity and distance, even left and right 


[ Inaudible] changes, [ Pause] but it does not deal directly with the 
sound perspective as such, if there is one [ Inaudible] it was perhaps [ 
Inaudible]... 


Villain: I... I don't quite understand, yes, because the framing [57:00], 
both visual and sound for me, is all the same a matter of perspective 
too, where we are placed in relation to what we frame, from a 
distance... 


Deleuze: But there will be [Inaudible] For me it's very curious, for me 
it's very, very different. 


Student: [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: That, we will see that later. [inaudible] 


Another student: ...two parameters [inaudible words] framing on one 
side, perspective... 


Deleuze: That's it, it's the side and the perspective. Visually, the 
framing is the perspective side. The idea is the side that separates, it's 
not the organization... [Inaudible] [58:00] We'll save that for the next 
session. 


The other student: We talked about sound framing, we could not take 
for example 


[Inaudible] we would thus have a sound framing. I am thinking, for 
example, of music broadcast by a transistor. It is a type of sound that 
could be called indirect, since the microphone takes up the sound of a 
loudspeaker, it is different from the same music but taken directly 


[Inaudible] [59:00] I don't know, it shouldn't be... [Inaudible] The 
sound that could be called indirect free, well I don't know... [Pause] 


Another student: [Inaudible] fundamentally interested in being able to 
have a... 


[ Pause recording] [59:31] 


Part 2 


The student: [ Inaudible] ... relatively homogeneous problem to see [ 
Inaudible] to obtain a total sound, which is total, [ Inaudible] 
compared to time [ Inaudible] 


Deleuze: It's great... [Inaudible remarks] [60:00] At the moment that 
[indistinct words] it comes down to saying that [Inaudible remarks] in 
relation to sound [Inaudible remarks] Even if they are inseparable, in 
what you said, there are two aspects of stereo [inaudible] 


Even if they are inseparable for the moment. [Inaudible remarks] 
[61:00] I would say the aspect, for example, that a sound comes from 
the left and that a sound comes from the right, [Pause] it is something 
that defines to the letter by this I would define the sound plan, but not 
a framing. The framing would appear to him when [ Inaudible 
remarks] when the sound reaches a kind of volume which itself 
contains a sound space, when the sound becomes [62:00] volume. 
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A student: .... [A few indistinct words] That is to say basically if we 
ever start having a sound space in a complete way, so that everything 
that manifests is continuously captured by the reception device that 
occupies all the space, we end up with something captured that 
fundamentally goes beyond the framing itself, which contains both the 
off-screen and the framing itself, both the left, the right, the front, 
back, top and bottom. And there, not only is there a framing to be 
done, which will be the frame [words indistinct] [63:00] 


Not only that, you also have to fundamentally individualize each take. 
Deleuze: That's it. 


Student: And we will end up with objects in the frame, characters in 
the frame, movements. And fundamentally, above all, much more the 
music because [Inaudible remarks] Before such a device, we had the 
sound which was taken as [Inaudible remarks] you see? And we had 
the music which intervened radically distinct from the sound. We 
really had a noise block, a music block, two completely distinct lines, 
whereas here we find ourselves in an almost orchestral device. We are 
going to have the framing of noise, sounds, etc. and possibly passing 


through there, a musical flow of the world, which is exchanged which 
differentiates, everything. 


Deleuze: You said the speaking role. 
Student: [Inaudible] [64:00] 


Deleuze: [Inaudible remarks] Me, I would say for the moment 
[Inaudible remarks] ... From where we are going to continue 
immediately, it's good, that's going. Very well, then, It goes away and 
we immediately see that there are difficulties, something [indistinct 
words] It's good. So, before Pascale... well, you stay, you stay [ to 
Dominique Villain; Deleuze seems to move as he approaches the 
microphone, but he speaks in a very low voice] [65:00] 


So, before Pascale Criton speaks, I would like that... -- [Pause; 
laughter as Deleuze situates himself] You, then, there you go [Pause; 
given the ensuing discussion, Deleuze addresses himself here to 
Richard Pinhas] -- First question, you said a lot of things to me... to 
me already, but I would like you to take three questions in any order. 
[Pause] That would be to say very quickly: What is the filter? You will 
notice that in her intervention, Dominique Villain did not appeal to -- 
not at all because she did not know about it, it was something else but 
because [66:00] for her, these were essential points -- she used 
microphone and magnetic tape, that is to say microphone and tape 
recorder. So I would like you to say, even with a small drawing if you 
want, what is a filter? What is a temporal modulator? And [Pause] 


this history of stereophony, in what way is it completely different, in 
your opinion, from spatial positioning? Oh yes, that would be the 
formula. The two poles would be 


[67:00] spatial positioning and then something else. What else ? That 
something else you just tried to say there. 


Pinhas: [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: According to your taste, let's go from the simplest to the 


simplest, huh... Oh no, I mean from the simplest to the most 
complicated. Oh no, any order you want. 
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Pinhas: [He writes on the board during his presentation] I'm going to 


draw a little diagram to show you what a filter is. There are several 
kinds of filters. The simplest filter would ultimately be the 
microphone, which we were talking about earlier. I wanted to 
intervene only on the fact that I did not understand that there can be a 
good reproduction of sound, whether it is the voice of an actor or an 
instrument. Simply because there is no reproducible naturalness of 
sound. A microphone therefore consists of this: we have a source here, 
which is let's say a voice, Deleuze, all that, which says something. This 
voice has a spectrum that will be picked up by what is called a 
microphone. [68:00] It's going to be played back, let's say, on a tape 
recorder since that's what everyone was interested in. This tape 
recorder can be of two types. At present, it may be of the analog type, 
i.e. operate on tape and therefore by magnetic inscription of a non- 
standard medium. Either be of the digital type, with modern tape 
recorders, that is to say no longer be an electrical signal which will be 
a function of a medium, but be a coding in binary signals which will 
then be decoded. These are two types of techniques, but which for the 
moment do not interest us immediately. 


A microphone, what will it do? It will have physical specificities 
which are of several orders, which will first of all be a question of 
orientation, that is to say that the microphone will be able to capture 
a certain angle of what is emitted here, according to its specificities , 
i.e., for example, 30 


degrees, with a heart shape if you like. This will be the field that the 
microphone will be able to pick up, but here I am only giving an 
example. Then this microphone will have a bandwidth [69:00] 


and this bandwidth according to, according to... the, according to... 
the definitions of the microphone will be for example from 40 hertz to 
20 kilohertz. It's only physical measurements that I'm giving here, 
huh. And thirdly, it will have a color which is due, we can put timbre, 
timbre, for example, like that, which is due to the fact that this 
microphone is made up of certain elements such as the amplifier, or of 
certain elements which make that such a microphone has such a 
response curve. So immediately, if only through this microphone 
which is the first selector filter, so you don't even have to wait for the 
mix, a small operation... 


Deleuze: There is already a frame there... 


Pinhas: There is a whole fringe, a fringe that will be rejected whether 
it is in relation to the speech that is emitted or whether it is in relation 
to the instruments. 


Deleuze: I would like you to come back to your heart story, huh? 


Pinhas: Okay, so microphones, as a general rule, [70:00] are either 
directional, omnidirectional, bidirectional, that is to say they take... 
Let's say that a source emitted... 


We got two people here talking, okay? Person A's voice here will 
spread like this, person B's voice here will spread like this, in that 
direction, huh? If we put a microphone here which is bidirectional, we 
will try to put it like that, above, the bidirectional microphone will 
have the particularity of taking both the voices emitted in A and those 
emitted in B. If we take a unidirectional microphone , the 
unidirectional microphone if it is directed towards A, will only take 
what is in A and it will eliminate all or part of what is in B. Some 
other microphones have a so-called "heart" shape which will take the 
sound in some other yet third way. And each microphone has its 
ability to... 
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Deleuze: That interests me a lot, this heart shape. 
Pinhas: Ah, he wants the same microphone! 
Deleuze: How does he take it? 


Pinhas: So he takes... he takes roughly half a sphere. [71:00] That is to 
say, well... First of all, what must be said is that the same microphone 
can have several positions, either being omnidirectional, bidirectional, 
taking the heart, the heart is the shape of... it has nothing to do with 
the heart... 


Deleuze: What is suppressed in the heart shape? 


Pinhas: So in the heart shape, it will be, for example, the ambient 
effects that will be, that will be rejected. So we use, for example, 
heart-shaped microphones for, for the piano. Quite simply because 
certain types of harmonics are good to be captured, good in the sense 
of valid for reproduction on disc. And some harmonics will on the 
contrary have a scrambling effect. So even if they are not immediately 
audible, we try to suppress these harmonics which are, which will 
ultimately, when we will have the final product, the piano on the 
tape, will have a jamming effect. Okay so what I wanted to say is that 
the first filter we have is, it's this microphone. What is a filter? 


It's a process... 
Deleuze: So the sound recording! 


Pinhas: At the sound recording, [72:00] ah of course, we are not at all 
at the mixing stage. We are, we are at the lowest level of the 
immediate grip, the first grip. This mic, it's there is on the set, I guess. 
The first day a camera will take. 


Deleuze: Ouch ouch... in the shape of a heart... 


A student: ... unidirectional [It is probably Hidenobu Suzuki’s 
microphone recording the session] 


Pinhas: That seems unidirectional at first sight. 
Deleuze: Ah, ha, ha... [Laughs] 


Pinhas: Well, there are two types of filters. There are corrective filters, 
there are cut filters. 


But above all, we see it here with this microphone which is a 
primitive form of filter. A filter is there to subtract and to reject. That 
is to say that the process of how a filter works, apart from the fact that 
it can correct a signal -- we'll come back to that -- is to cut something 
and reject something. In other words, it is to make selection or 
subtraction. [73:00] So the principle of a filter is... If we take a sound 
source which here, for example, will emit like this, with a scale in 
intensity, in dB, in decibels, and a scale in hertz, eh, according to the 
frequencies, in hertz, kilohertz. [He writes on the board] This is the 
ladders 
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of his. A filter placed at such and such a point, depending on whether 
it is a so-called high-pass, low-pass, band-pass filter, etc. depending on 
the physical characteristics of the filter, but that is not what is 
important. 


What is important is to clearly understand that a filter placed here, -- 
so obviously, a filter will be represented with small circles like that, -- 
will cut off part of the totality of the sound image which is given, 
whether during recording, whether during mixing, whether during 
editing, at whatever stage we define. A filter placed here will cut, say 


according to a point that we choose, that is all this part of the sound. 
And so this part of the sound that was initially there, this part of the 
sound image that was present, will end up erased, subtracted from the 
total part. 


Deleuze: On sound recording, like ah, [74:00] like ah... 
Pinhas : A n’importe quel moment, nimporte quel moment. 
Deleuze: Any time yeah, yeah. 


Pinhas: And the most important thing is that in this filtering 
operation, we operated it mainly until about ten years ago, in the mix. 
It could be operated on before, but it turns out that the normal 
technical conveniences, in 99% of cases, were to operate on this... 


Deleuze: In the Straubs, for example, they can do it before, they can 
do it... 


Pinhas: They can do it. It turns out that for about ten years, the 
techniques, well it comes from the United States, for a whole host of 
reasons, for economic facilities and, let's say, work power, while we 
were carrying out these cuts and such corrections. So by corrections, I 
mean that the other type of filter is a corrective filter which, for 
example, will allow me to, instead of having a curve there on an 
instantaneous sound image. If we want to add a bump like that, we 
will use a corrective filter which will modify the instantaneous image 
of the sound. Let's say we are at the same time, eh, only one sound 
image here. A corrective filter will be able, for example, to add 
[75:00] more treble, more bass, more... at such a level of the sound 
curve will be able to add or remove something. That's the type of 
corrective filter, well... 


Deleuze: He will be able to... 


Pinhas: Add treble, midrange, bass, make the sound softer, more 
metallic, more crystalline. This is the type of correction filter. 


Deleuze: He doesn't just suppress the bass, for example? 


Pinhas: No, he adds or removes something. There are two types of 
filters, two types of filters. There are cutoff filters... 


Deleuze: Cut filters, do they suppress? 


Pinhas: Cut filters, they remove what you want at such and such a 


point, above, below. 
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Deleuze: And the filters... 


Pinhas: And the corrective filters modify the sound, modify the sound, 
that is to say add. Instead of working by subtraction, they can work by 
subtraction and addition. For example... 


Deleuze: They remove bass from... 


Pinhas: For example, for example, they can... Let's take a sound that's 
here like that. Here, we have a sound image like that, ok? We are 
going to make a [76:00] only corrective filter act at the bass level, we 
are going to tell it more bass, so here we will have that. The sound 
image at the bass level will become that here. But on the other hand, 
here, at the treble level, we are going to remove a little to soften it, we 
are going to have this image there from a single corrective filter. 


Deleuze: Okay, I understand. 
Pinhas: And it's done just as well when recording sound... 


Deleuze: Very well, indeed, the first type of filter is the cutoff filter, 
huh, is that it? 


And the second type of filter is the filter... 
Pinhas: This is the corrective filter. 


Deleuze: It's the corrective filter, yes that's it. Okay, so sorry for this 
question: if you subject a voice to this filter, does it remain intelligible 
or not? 


Pinhas: It can remain intelligible in function or, depending on how 
you modify it. That is to say that you can go from the tiniest 
modification, quite simply to add for example a tiny bit of brilliance, 
treble... 


Deleuze: For example, it becomes more acute. 


Pinhas: ... A little bit of treble so that it plays better against a 
background sound [77:00] if for example you have a car accident. 
Well you would like your voice to come out a little more. Instead of 


taking it forward, which is one of the possibilities, you add a little 
treble, it brings out the voice. What I wanted to say, a small 
parenthesis but which is important, is that... 


Deleuze: So we do that when taking sound, huh? 
Pinhas: Yes, yes of course. 
Deleuze: ... in sound recording? 


Pinhas: So the revolution, finally "The Revolution", the evolution over 
the past ten years in sound recording, and that applies both to cinema 
and to sound recording in general, whether for symphony orchestra , 
or a rock'n'roll orchestra and all we want is 
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to make the cuts, therefore the corrections as well as the time 
modulations as we will see later, from the start and no longer during 
the mixing. That is to say to ensure that, at the limit, the mixing 
operation is no longer necessary, because the sounds will have been 
prepared from the start, from the take. 


Deleuze: At the level of these filters. 


Pinhas: At the level of these filters. We almost come to an inversion. 
Before, we corrected, we filtered during mixing or mainly during 
mixing. NOW... 


Deleuze: There is no possibility of [78:00] bringing the mix down to 
the level of... 


Pinhas: That is what is happening now. Now, most of the time we do 
the preparations, the filters, the modulations at the level of the sound 
recording itself. Quite simply because at the level of... There is a very 
simple technical reason, which is that we realize that these correctors 
and these modulators which make it possible to correct the sound, 
first of all we will have a sound image that is much more fresh, much 
more immediate if you work on sound recording, and on the other 
hand it allows you to use a plurality of sound modulators and timbre 
correctors or filters, basically, and therefore to have a sound that is 
much worked harder if we corrected it during the sound recording 
than if we corrected it during the mixing. So now... 


Deluze: Why? 


Pinhas: Well, because, suppose that, for example, that we have a 
certain type of correction, we have 20, 25 types of corrections to do in 
the mix. [79:00] If we make these corrections to... 


immediately at the sound take, at the moment of the take, we will 
have a terminal spectrum which will be, which will be present from 
the start. Otherwise, you'll have to wait for the final mixing stage to 
get an idea of what the final sound will be like. If you do it from the 
sound recording, you will already have, more or less, the image, the 
sound image that you will have in the end. 


Deleuze: Because to my knowledge, you who also know, and we will 
hear Pascale Criton there later, Glenn Gould, it is obvious that on the 
radio, he worked on the mix. 


Pinhas : Glenn Gould principalement... 

Deleuze: He did not work on sound recording. 

A student: Yes, he was working on sound recording. 
Deleuze: And in terms of filters... 


Pinhas: So, at the level of the filters, the little that I know about it eh, 
At the level of the filters, it filters at the sound recording. In the mix, 
something completely different will happen. He's going to put up 
bands. 


Deleuze: He filters during sound recording. 
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Pinhas: Yes, he filters during sound recording. And that's something 
we always do [80:00] in classical sound practically. But what Glenn 
Gould is going to do, as opposed to most classical music pianists, is 
that for music that unfolds in time, let's say 0 to 30 seconds here, he's 
going to do 4 takes... 


Deleuze: Why these, these... 


Pinhas: But that's what he's going to do in the mix, the correction is 
done... 


Deleuze: Ah, he's going to make splices. 
Pinhas: He's going to make splices. 


Deleuze: He has as many glues as you want, when you are told you 
know the story of Glenn Gould who gave up all concerts. He did very 
well because in any case, you have to have a watchword, the only 
intellectual watchword is: no more concerts, no more conferences, no 
more nothing. 


Student: No more classes... 


Deleuze: Yes, nothing but lessons, in the intellectual domain, nothing 
but lessons and nothing but work and lessons, [81:00] they are the 
only two [Inaudible because of a cough]. Besides, as soon as Glenn 
Gould did something else, he had a sore throat. [Laughs] 


Pinhas: So that was just a little addendum on the stereo. Good stereo 
sound recording... 


Deleuze: So no, no, we're done with... 
Pinhas: Non on n’a pas fini. 


Deleuze: Ah yes, we are not finished... For what we are looking for, 
huh? So go stereo. That's also fundamental. 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Pinhas: It's to have the sound image you want, it's exactly the same 
thing as having an optimal image in the cinema. 


Deleuze: Who has, who asked this question? There the answer is 
immediate, sorry, we obviously have to wait since the finality is 
higher. It's not technological. There we are in the process of managing 
in the technological elements which are necessary for us. If you ask, 
and you're right, [82:00] but "what's the point and why?" That, then 
that, that refers to the status of the sound image. Why, why an 
autonomous sound image, what do we expect from it? So if you know, 
I don't know if you know Marguerite Duras' cinema, you'll see that 
what she calls voices, well, there's an answer to your question. But the 
answer is not technological; what it is for is not technological, 
otherwise it would be too sad, y 
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understood, I say well, including if you involve electronics. The 
purposes are not given. 


A student: As far as I know, it doesn't only concern cinema, it also 
concerns disc recordings? 


Deleuze: Same thing, same thing, why did Gould prefer that? For 
highly musical reasons. The idea of music. Even more, the idea of 
morality in its relationship with music oddly, and not at all for 
technological reasons. 


A student: But with Glenn Gould, there is also not a problem with the 
lyricism [83:00] of the microphone as such, insofar as he adds 
background noise or... 


Pine cones : Si, c’est... 


Deleuze: Yes, gosh, we will see later indeed, the possible additions etc. 
You would be right, yes, yes. But that amounts to saying that it is a 
technical element that is linked to other technical elements. But they 
themselves will have their higher ends. Yes, yes, that, we agree. 


Student: But then there is no fidelity? 
Deleuze: Loyalty? 
Pinhas: No, it cannot exist. 


Deleuze: No, there is no fidelity. This is the distinction Gould makes 
between reality and realism. 


There is reality, the sounds we record, well, and what does that mean? 
And then the realism comes from the moment you filter them. 


The student: It was basically to say that [84:00] until now [Inaudible] 
what is valid for both studio recording and what is valid for the 
cinematographic image, we find ourselves faced with [Inaudible] who 
seek to grasp the materiality of the sound space, not the space as a 
sensitive space or whatever you want but the sensitive or sound space 
as the sound has its modalities of occupation of space, in the name of 
their own regularity. 


Deleuze: That's exactly it, you come back to your very good first 
intervention there, you said [indistinct words] 


Student: [a few words inaudible] 


A student: I would like to say an obvious remark, which is that all 
these filtering operations on the movement of sound, we've always 
tried that with..., or almost always... 
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Deleuze: With light 
Student: Yes with light. 
Deleuze: With light 


The student: Both with the lens during filming and with the printing 
[85:00] of the copies in the laboratory, exactly the same process. 


Deleuze: So, shit, I forgot... What...? 


Student: So what does that have to do with the image framing as well 
as I don't know... 


Deleuze: Yes, there is a relationship there, oh well yes there you are 
saying an essential relationship for when we get there... I thought that 
we would arrive at fundamental dissymmetries but perhaps that we 
will arrive at a fundamental symmetry with light, but yes. 


Student: But for the moment we are parallel, eh and not 
dissymmetrical. 


A student: Fundamental huh, it looks really complex, on the one hand, 
we have the impression that the sound as it is linked to a space, which 
is in relation, in a parallelism with the space and so with the image. 
And on the other hand, we can clearly see that there is going to be a 
structure of sound that will no longer be [86:00] parallel to the 
structure of space. There is no reason for this parallel, the proof in 
particular is Duras. With the cinema, we will add things to 
accompany... 


Another student: But what we add, we add to the mix and we don't 
add it... And that's the problem. 


Deleuze: We'll see, we'll see. Just go... 


Pinhas: We will now resume at the birth of the stereo. Well, appears in 
the years, at the beginning of the 60s, the so-called process of 
stereophony. It is a dual process of sound recording and sound 


reproduction, which has the function of... a duplication of sources and 
modes of sound reproduction. So what is this, quickly... 


Deleuze: Duplication, is it left-right? 


Pinhas: Left-right, instead of having a single take that would be the 
center or the totality. Well, when we had only one source, 
monophony, what happened? A sound was more or less forward, more 
or less backward, [87:00] those were pretty much the only types of 
effects you could have. More or less forward, more or less backward 
physically this translates into more intensity or less intensity, more dB 
or less dB, more or less decibels. In other words, if we didn't want the 
singer's voice to be in front, we turned up the volume and put it 
forward. It was about all that could be done in the stereophonic sound 
image, monophonic forgiveness. Since the invention of stereo, in, 
apparently, we have had a duplication, that is to say that we will be 
able to place the instruments or the 
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voice, or any sound effects, whatever you want, any sound sources at 
a specific place from left to right, of the sound spectrum heard by the 
supposed listener, who will be, let's say, here. [He points to the 
diagram on the board] And the sound will be able to rotate from left 
to right or from right to left. That is to say, you can take a door sound 
and have it start on the right and end on the left. Well, that's the 
spatial representation. If we push this type of spatial representation 
[88:00] to its maximum level, we will have a kind of total surround 
sound which would make it possible to have, from 4 transmitters: 
rear, front, left, and right, so that can be represented by various sound 
recording sources, and mainly by 4 or 8 reproduction sources which 
will be loudspeakers located almost everywhere. We will be able to 
have an image that represents 360 degrees. 


Deleuze: And which will be so many sound tracks. 


Pinhas: Yes, for sure, yes absolutely. We will have an image which 
will not only be left-right, 180 degrees, but which will be able to 
reproduce the totality for the supposed listener of these 360 


degrees. Okay, that would be a bit more elaborate stereophony, okay 
that would be tetraphony or surround sound, as you like, but... 


Deleuze: That is to say a sound, or rather a group of sounds that 


travels... 
Pinhas: The totality of space. 
Deleuze: The totality... 


Pinhas: From space, that with the help of several kinds of physical 
tricks, we can manage to have this impression for a [89:00] supposed 
listener. But therefore the image which interests us, that is to say, the 
simple image of stereophony appears to us, I say clearly, appears to 
us, as being the possibility of placing in space, one, a sound image , 
whatever it is, as one wishes, either to the left, or to the right, or in 
the center, or in movement from left to right, or from right to left. In 
fact, what does that mean? That means, we'll put the piano number 1 
on the left, the voice number 1 on the right and put the violins in the 
middle, ok? For example, type of sample image... 


Deleuze: That's always the first conception, huh? 
Pinhas: That's the stereo. 
Deleuze: This is the second conception. 


Pinhas: Always left-right, yes. Good. What appears to us there, we can 
topologically, spatially locate the instruments, or the sound sources. 
But we quickly realized that the left-right story was, what was at first 
only a spatial question, of spatial distribution, covered [90:00] a much 
more fundamental phenomenon. And... 


Deleuze: In the end, I was right then, he is still at the first. 
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Pinhas: Good, and that under cover of a distribution of space, it was 
something much more important which was played... 


Deleuze: This is what we need! 


Pinhas: ...that it was no longer spatial left-to-right, front-to-back or 
surround sound or full 360 degrees, so spatial as opposed to 
monophonic, but something whatsoever. an order, but good that I 
define rather badly because I don't have the exact terms: reproduction, 
internal perception of sound, for the supposed... 


Deleuze: Repeat, I don't hear well, repeat. 


Pinhas: A reproduction, a modality of internal perception, so of 
memory if you like..., I don't know, in the strong sense. 


Student: [Inaudible words] 
Pinhas: No, no, it's [inaudible words] 
Deleuze: From our memory, come on, reproduction of memory... 


Pinhas: For the supposed listener here. [91:00] That is to say that 
what will appear as a spatial placement from left to right in fact 
covers something much deeper which is the most efficient possible 
rapprochement, the most immediate possible with the structures of 
perceptions of the supposed subject, of the supposed listener. And 
what are the practical examples of that? It is that if we take an 
educated ear, a subject, put in quotation marks "an educated subject", 
who is used to listening with his two ears, from left to right, the sound 
spectrum from left to right, if one ear is removed from him, for 
example if someone has an accident, he will reproduce using only one 
ear, that is to say only in monophony, this spatial distribution, from 
left to right, he will reproduce it synthetically. 


That is to say like... There is a process, a somewhat similar process 
with sight, I think, from the moment an ear has been educated [92:00] 
to grasp sound sources in their spatialization, if we dismantle the left- 
right physical reality of this sound source, the ear that has become 
single, whereas it was initially double, because we have a left ear and 
a right ear, will reproduce the spatialization that normally it would 
not have been able to reproduce, since... finally normally, that is to 
say that spatially, it would not have been able to reproduce. 


Finally, the most important point is that what was initially distributed 
as stereophony, as being something of a specifically spatial order, of 
left-right distribution, covers something much more important which 
would be the order of a distribution of internal sound forces. Here, 
now it remains to define a little what it is that... 


Deleuze: It's fantastic, that because, finally... It's very good... Because 
it goes from space to the forces [93:00] of, of... distributed in space. 
To the question how to define a space independently of the forces 
which are located in space, in this space, I say immediately 
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for those who think of mathematics, as there are echoes, in a 
Euclidean space you have as many quotients of space independently of 
the forces which occupy it. In a Riemannian space, you don't have 
that, not possible... It's very very... [indistinct words] 


That's really what bothers me, be patient, huh? Be patient. You said 
earlier in the first version, when we were at the level of spatial 
positioning and spatial distribution, appearance, at least we 
understood what the sound was doing. As you said [94:00] very well 
it would turn from right to left, back and forth and if necessary, it 
would cover the full 360 


degrees. What's the sound like there? 
Pinhas: In the last diagram. 
Deleuze: In the second diagram. 


Pinhas: In what would be covered “in depth”, in quotation marks? He 
has a relationship of immediacy that no longer passes... 


Deleuze: There is a depth of sound. 


Pinhas: Here it is, which would no longer go through the notion of 
space, but which would be a direct relationship, of immediacy, a 
balance of power of the musical or sound material itself, with... 


Deleuze: Wait, tell me, depth of sound that no longer passes through 
space. 


Pinhas: But which would be a relation of immediacy of forces between 
the intensities of the sound material and the source of capture, 
[95:00] what. Of the perceiver, the center of individuation. 


Deleuze: Can't we say the listener? [Laughs] 


Pinhas: Yes, we can also say the listener. If you are not a Bergsonian, 
you say the listener. 


Deleuze: And if one is Bergsonian, one says? 
Pinhas: We say center of individuation. [ Break] 


Deleuze: Gosh.... Good, but there it is, this ratio of intensity... [Pause] 
In the end, that is to say, you say, in this depth of sound, the problem 
is no longer that of movement, so it's not the sound that moves, huh... 
But it's the sound that in a certain way passes through a ladder? 


Pinhas: It's the sound that by a... well, [96:00] it would be the sound 
that has become pure sound material -- 


but he is right away, huh? We go through the state of spatialization, 
but in fact, it's an appearance, we realize it later, that is to say even at 
the start, it was like that, but anyway, we later theorized -- becomes 
an immediate force, vis-a-vis what you called the listener. 
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Deleuze: But wait, you, because as soon as a word is simple, it seems 
so abstract to you... 


And then, sorry, wouldn't that be [inaudible word], I'm not saying at 
all that we could say what we want, but this in-depth view of sound, 
wouldn't that would not somehow be... to the polyseries. The 
polyseries, I mean a series [97:00] which is not just about the listener 
but about timbres, about etc., putting it all together. I would say if 
there is any connection that makes these modern musicians work of 
this type, from the deep hearing of the sound, be led to pay very 
normally their homage to Schoenberg or to Berg. 


Pinhas: Yes, so there I would have a double point of view. I would say 
that the contribution of [Pierre] 


Boulder compared to... 
Deleuze: I am not talking about Boulez. 


Pinhas: Here I am speaking very seriously, it is not at all, it is not at 
all a dubious assimilation. That is to say that Boulez's contribution to 
twelve-tone music was, well, to serial music, it was... 


Deleuze: Ah yes, it was the serialization. 


Pinhas: That's it, exactly. I think that the generalization of 
serialization is a genius idea because it amounts to an equation in the 
order of economics and to creating a [98:00] 


axiomatic, in fact. And I say it's a genius idea because there is no 
reason to have taboo areas, in other words to serialize the pitch of the 
notes and not the rhythms. 


Boulez generalizes, and there I say that it is a genius idea because 
well... he demonstrates that there is no... 


Deleuze: But my question is simple, does this in-depth view of sound 
have any relationship that can be stated in series? 


Pinhas: So yes. On the sole condition that the notion of series be 
generalized and not restricted in the sense that Schoenberg restricts it. 


Deleuze: That's it, that's it. 


Pinhas: If you take that in a general sense, it's good, finally for me, 
yes. It could match that. The only reproach that we could make to 
Schoenberg, but that we will not make... 


Deleuze: Let it work out! So on that, we're in a hurry, we'll overflow 
on the next time, too bad, it's already five minutes to twelve... On 
that, first thing, I would like to ask two questions. [ Indistinct words; 
Deleuze speaks to another student, if he has any questions] 


Student: [Inaudible] 
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Deleuze: [He speaks to the student very gently in a low voice, 
apparently encouraging him to express himself more clearly] [99:00] 
So is that what you meant? Or did you say it your way? 


Another student: I don't quite understand serialization. 


Deleuze: We drop it, if you don't understand any importance. [Student 
continues talking] What? 


The student: It seems to me that the presentation on the hyper precise 
sound that we have just heard, in fact, that in any case, there is no 
possibility of taking a natural sound. So, we had to slowly rise to the 
acceptance of that, at the level of sound source recordings and that we 
end up with non-homogeneous filtering processes. And there basically, 
we find ourselves in the editing room with shadow and [100:00] 
light... 


Deleuze: All right, but I no longer made the allusion to, you couldn't 
find your formulas earlier, on a kind of thickness of sound? 


Student: [Inaudible response] 


Deleuze: You were saying a space, something, you were saying a space 
that would be in sound and not sound that would be in space, don't 


you remember what you were saying? 

A student close to Deleuze: He said the volume, I believe? 
Deluze: What? 

A student: The sound volume, right? 

Deleuze: No, you would not have used the word “volume”. 
A student: Bloc. 

Another student: The sound block? 

Another student: Sound space? 


Deleuze: You said no... what interests me is the formulas you had, to 
see how well it seems to me to work with that. Don't you remember? 


Student: I don't know. Earlier, I was talking about sound blocks that 
were taken with an idea which was to homogenize, to obtain a certain 
homogeneity, [101:00] and that in there, from this idea, there was 
ways to start sculpting, cutting, playing the characters, playing the 
melodic lines, etc. 


Deleuze: In this block, huh? 
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Student: In this block, there we were at [Inaudible remarks] 
Deleuze: Inside the block in which... Yeah. 


Pinhas: A very small point that I wanted to target. Because when I 
used the notion of depth earlier, I was referring to classes you had 
taken last year and the year before. I want to ask the question so I 
don't have an answer, but it turns out that you formulated it like this, 
voluntarily because it's not the subject: what was the equivalent of the 
depth of field, for the image , what was its equivalent in sound? 


Deleuze: En son. 
Pinhas: That would be it... [102:00] 


Deleuze: There would be a depth of sound. 


Pinhas: I would ask the question in any case like that. 


Deleuze: I would rather be against it, rather I would be for insisting on 
the dissymmetries between... 


Pinhas: No, no, no, but it's to see the functional equivalent, it's not 
about using the same terms. 


Deleuze: The depth of field would still be a question of spatial 
position, we are well beyond... 


Pinhas: But it seemed to me that... [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: Yes, it's true, no, no, you're right, I had forgotten. 
Villain: There I would like to say something... 


Deleuze: Yes, yes, absolutely, absolutely, you are just allowing 
Dominique, that I finish with him, because I would like to ask you 
afterwards. Yes, you were saying in which one can sculpt, differentiate 
in this kind of block, so, indeed, [103:00] rhythmic characters, yes 
rhythms that form real characters, yes, melodic lines too, huh? 
Melodic lines, that is to say again all that Gould calls modern 
polyphony, in his homage to polyphony. I even wonder if, if 
polyphony isn't even, if it wasn't the moment there was already this 
culture... 


Claire Parnet: It's obvious. Boulez who has, this is what I said to 
Richard, what Boulez had done in relation to Berg and Schoenberg, he 
applied polyphonic themes to all the series. 


This is exactly polyphony. 


Deleuze: Yes, that would be polyphony which, indeed, has nothing to 
do... There is only, there is only 


[Sergei] Eisenstein... That would be funny then. Back to Eisenstein, 
it's time 
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eh ? But I bet, I bet 5 sous, what! [104:00] You will see that Eisenstein 
understands polyphony again in terms of spatial positions. But 
anyway, I'm not sure, but anyway it's perhaps less clear than... 
whereas here it's... Good. And really the first polyphonists, that's it, 


they discovered this thing. Oh, he does not discover it, there is this 
technique. 


Pinhas: [Inaudible, even for Deleuze] 

Deluze: What? 

Pinhas: It's the same power of materials that bring... 
Deleuze: It is already a flow of circulation in space. 


Pinhas: It is completely of the same nature. Right now with [inaudible 
words] we can, we can... 


Deleuze: Think of this circulation in space that has... [inaudible 
words] 


Pinhas: We have already, we have seen it, over there... [Inaudible 
remarks] 


Deleuze: Obviously, obviously, good, good, good [Inaudible remarks] 
[105:00] 


A student: [A few indistinct words] All this approach to sound, more 
precise, the more we go towards sound framing. 


Deleuze: Yes, okay. 
Student: No more operations done, he becomes... 


Deleuze: Alright, alright, alright. But then, my last question, it's just 
whether you answer yes or no. That's what you were saying in your 
own way... [Recording paused] [1:45:36] 


...1 wasn't saying, well, but it seems to me that -- abstractly or not -- in 
the history of stereophony, you're dealing with two things at once -- 
only now -- which now take more than [106:00] consistency, it seems 
to me -- that now, I would propose to call, thanks to Richard, the 
question of spatial positioning and the journey of sound in space, first 
aspect; second aspect, the question of the modalities of the perception 
of sound and the distribution of sound forces and the distribution of 
forces in a sound depth, especially not spatial, but in sound depths, 
hence the idea of blocks effect of sound, blocks of... found in modern 
musicians. There, what do you [107:00] think? Are there really these 
two aspects or is it...? 


Villain: Yes, but only I find all that... I have no objections at all... 


What I don't really see is how, finally, it gives a framework for the 
cinema, too good for the 
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music than for the cinema, for the sound in general... But what I don't 
see very well is in the cinema, in what way it is autonomous in 
relation to the image framing, in what way all this work, which has 
been done by sound for a very long time and now with more modern 
means, therefore, can be done more precisely, from the sound 
recording, whereas before it was rather done by mixing, that I am OK. 
But how does that make an autonomous framing compared to the 
image framing in the cinema? 


Deleuze: Because... Me, my first answer, we'll see, it's [107:00] very 
important, it's that you have a sound continuum that stands for itself. 
[Pause] The second way...in the first way, you have no continuum 
standing for itself. It is still variable displacements in space. In the 
second aspect, you have an x-dimensional continuum, a sound 
continuum whose criteria are internal. [Pause] So I'm not saying that 
we're saying that this is what sound framing is, but I'm saying that this 
is the difference with the other aspect. So if you go back [108:00] to 
the example you took with "Moses and Aaron", it seems certain to me 
that the second aspect is very deeply in "Moses and Aaron", I don't 
know if it is in the rest of the Straubs, but then again, you'd come 
across this thing that makes me happy, that it didn't happen 
independent of Schoenberg, and in the way and what is the singing, in 
the way that Schoenberg wrote the song. [Pause] So surely then 
"Moses and Aaron" could at the limit... have you seen it yourself? 


Student: [Inaudible] [Pause] 


Deleuze: So that "Moses and Aaron" could give us the example of a 
case where [110:00] the two aspects are perpetually manipulated, 
blended. In any case, that's just what I would like, can we 
provisionally agree on this? 


There, as for what you said, if I come back to your first intervention, 
we would add to it, whether it is abstractly or concretely, it does not 
matter, there are two aspects to distinguish: that of the spatial 
positionings and that of the modalities, of modalities of perception. 
And... [Pause] -- 


So I believe that they are to be distinguished concretely, perhaps you 


would lean towards a more abstract distinction. [111:00] -- And, we 
would add, if sound framing makes sense, it's more, here I have all the 
reservations, it's more on the side of the second aspect. We don't know 
how yet. It's still a presentiment. There for the moment you would 
accept, at the point where we are as a provisional point... I mean if we 
conclude, and your intervention, and that of Richard. 


Villain: Concretely as an example of a film, we would only have one 
film. 


Deleuze: Oh no, oh no, when you have some in your stomach... We 
will see, if we swallow that yes, we will find plenty of it. Even [Eric] 
Rohmer, we will find it everywhere, we will find it everywhere. 


[Inaudible discussion with students] [112:00] Alright, huh? It's ok for 
now. 


Villain: Yes, yes, yes... 
Deleuze: So last point before you go see your [Inaudible]. Besides 
what you said, is it necessary to consider modulators? 
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Pinhas: It's the same thing, they have the same function as the filters. 
Except that the modulators appear from the years, in a standard way 
from the 70s, roughly. 


Whereas filters, the first cut-off filters, for example, appeared in the 
years..., as soon as there were microphones. 


Deleuze: As soon as there were microphones yes, it is still rude. 
Pinhas: It's rude yes, but [113:00] it's exactly... 

Deleuze: There was no, there was no heart. 

Pinhas: No, there was no heart, no. 

Deleuze: So you see! But still, temporal modulators. 

Pinhas: Okay, I'll give a very quick diagram. 


Deleuze: When will they arrive? 


Pinhas: They were in the public, let's say in common usage let's say in 
the 70s. 


Deleuze: You see, so good... 
Pinhas: Yes it is relatively recent. 
Deleuze: So good... So say, the two types of modulators... 


Pinhas: Well, I'm doing a very quick diagram. The main type of 
temporal modulator, there are two... 


Deleuze: That, we will need it especially that Dominique speaks about 
it. 


Pinhas: We have an emission source here, so let's call it sound image, 
ok? IS. [He writes on the board] The temporal modulator is going to 
be... I give the name of the main one: delay line. What will it allow? 
This will allow [114:00] to locate more precisely the sound spectrum 
of the sound image of, for example, a large orchestra, and on the other 
hand to produce a whole bunch of important technical and 
technological effects on some sounds that one chooses, within a sound 
mass. In other words, in a large orchestra, you can apply this type of 
effect to the voices and not to the other instruments or to another 
instrument and not to another or to a group and not to such a group. 
Or having small n type of different time modulators with different 
modalities of application that will occur and fit into the final image of 
the large orchestra, for example. So what happens, we have the sound 
image that is here, so let's put here, I don't know, a piano, we're going 
to apply a delay. What is a deadline? It will take the sound image. We 
capture the sound image that is here via a microphone okay? I'm 
schematizing, so there's a microphone here. 
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Deleuze: So it can be done during sound recording. 


Pinhas: Absolutely, [115:00] that's what I was saying earlier, I insisted 
on it, all these modalities now, modalities of tricks, suppression... such 
as filters, frequency suppression, correction, were done until 5, 6 years 
ago, for about ten years, mainly in the mixing, but for about ten years, 
it was done mainly from the sound recording. It's the same with 
modulators. 


Deleuze: It is from the execution. 

Pinhas: From the execution, from the first moment. 
Deleuze: That's not what your favorite guy does there. 
Pinhas: Everyone does that now. 

Deleuze: And so he did... 


Pinhas: Yes, if he did it right away, he did it immediately. Alright 
then, what is this time modulator? Here, we have a sound image, so 
the sound in truth, let's say the pianist who plays, we have a 
microphone that picks it up and we are here, we are spectators, okay? 
And we have the sound image that comes here from left to right ok, 
suppose? The time modulator will put a delay of [116:00] small n 
milliseconds. And this delay of n milliseconds, let's say 5 


milliseconds, 10 milliseconds, 20 milliseconds, will give a reflection or 
an image of the initial image. The initial image will be placed here, on 
this spectrum. And the late image will come here to complement it 
and will give it a depth, whether it's an intensive depth or a spatial 
depth, the spatial depth, we will always have it at the first level, but 
behind that, we will have a depth intensity of the sound which will be 
given by this modulator of time, which makes it possible to delay in 
real time the hearing of the sound which is emitted, whereas it will 
have the impression that it is played over a very, very short fraction of 
time of the order of 10, 20 or 30 milliseconds. 


Deleuze: Does it delay it or double it? 


Pinhas: But, to double him or to do anything, she has to delay him 
first. The technical modality is a sound delay, and this sound delay 
will give the scale, the amplitude, the density, the intensity of the final 
sound. From this [117:00] delay system, many good technological 
processes will arrive, for example harmonizers or sound transposers 
which make that, from an initial sound let's put an "A", we will be able 
to have on the final sound image, via these time modulators, not only 
a delayed “la” and therefore which will inflate the final image and 
will give it a different density. The notion of density here is very 
important, but in addition will give the fifth of the "A", if we ask, for 
example, the harmonizer of -- which is a sound modulator -- a 
harmonizer, if you will, will be able to give it an image at the same 
time of an additional fifth. We will therefore be able to add a lot of 
data to it. But the most important thing is that there is this delay 
which is the basic procedure with respect to the time modulator, and 


all the effects of phrasing, of echoes, of reverberations, are only time 
modulators. 
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Deleuze: Wait, wait, there is one thing I don't understand. You delay 


the sound... 


Pinhas: From [118:00] the moment you delay it, you can act on it, but 
for the ear of the listener, the sound will not be delayed because it is 
played on very brief fractions, from the order of... 


Deleuze: Because it is delayed, it is doubled. 


Pinhas: No, no, dubbing is one modality among others, it can be 
doubled, superimposed... 


Deleuze: Ahh, it is sometimes... that is to say reproduced... 

Pinhas: Doubled, tripled, reproduced in thirds. 

Deleuze: Reproduced in thirds, in fifths, that's it... 

Pinhas: Here, here. There may be an effect of phasing, out of phase... 
Deleuze: Alright, alright, alright... 


Pinhas: It is because there is this physical delay, but which is not 
perceived by the listener because this delay is too short, it is around 
20, 30 milliseconds. And this delay is there, in real time, what will be 
able to happen... 


Deleuze: It is in this sense that you can attach it to the previous 
diagram, by saying that it is exploration in a sound volume. 


Pinhas: Well, density. Exactly. And what we touch there are sound 
intensities. If we represent it here, we will have space problems, once 
again. [119:00] The displacement in time, physical, translates into a 
spatial position, but in fact, behind this spatial position, there is a 
change in the density of the final sound image. There is an intensity 
that comes from it, a force that comes from it. [ Break] 


Deleuze: How do you define the density of a sound, how is it defined 
scientifically? 


Pinhas: No, I don't know, it's not a scientific notion. I would liken the 
term density to that of intensity or force. 


Deleuze: Because there are a lot of acousticians who talk about 
density, right? 


Pinhas: Yes, yes, it's not a term, it's like dB or hertz. This is not a 
rigorous scale. 


Deleuze: It's not like frequency... 
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Pinhas: No, it's not like frequency, it's not like dynamics, it's more like 
color or timbre. 


Deleuze: Would that be close to a stamp? 


Pinhas: Yes. It is close to a stamp. So these two main forms of work on 
sound, both in recording and in [120:00] mixing, and even more in 
recording than in mixing now in the modern period, whether in 
cinema, whether in sound classic or whether in contemporary sound, 
these are on the one hand the sound modulators and mainly the 
filters. 


Deleuze : Bon... [2 :00 :15] 


Part 3 


Deleuze: Well, we've done quite a bit, so it's a bit... you can't go far 
yet. 


No, no kidding, if you don't mind. So I would now like the reaction on 
this topic. Not only the reaction, the contributions, if you will, of 
Pascale Criton. Uh! I mean on the one hand, do you basically agree 
with the three examples, and I will follow the examples taken. It is not 
that there are two images; there were like two, two fundamental 
themes: micro-tape recorder. [121:00] We have already gone through 
with, as fundamental themes, modulator filters and stereophony. 
[Pause] And above all, do you agree with the distinction between the 
two aspects, the appearance and the musical reality and the spatial 
device or the...? Well, you see both anyway. On the other hand, would 
you join others? 


Finally, there are a lot of things. 


Pascale Criton: [She's quite far from the microphone, hence the many 
gaps] I think we've really said a lot of things... For me, that solves the 
sound problems [A few indistinct remarks] [122: 00] I think there is 
something I don't understand. For me, that raises a little bit the 
question, the couple problem. I would like to say that at the same time 
that, even our rules, we have our rules, yes, our rules are our system; 
so we realize today that it is our whole system of life, which are 
means of knowledge. [Pause] Nevertheless, it is always a question of 
starting from information in order to be able to decode it, to be able to 
decode it and then... both in the ear of each of us, for the information 
and, [ 123:00] to be able to apply and differentiate them. So today, 
there is what provides us with information, it does not prevent that it 
is, not a natural image, but pre-existing models with the establishment 
of many... [Inaudible remarks] The synthesis of the course today, the 
analysis of this question, can only be done on the capacity to amass 
correct information in relation to a mode of inadequacy. 


And for me, that poses the problem between [ Inaudible remarks] 
[124:00] its degree of identification, that is to say that we want relief, 
we hear the plane in a recording to what extent we should still partly 
recognize the plane. [Inaudible comments] The framing, so I'm in the 
process of..., I don't know. [Inaudible remarks] It's because in sound, 
there is noise: either the spoken word in the cries or [125:00] music... 
On the one hand, there are often noises that come to say that it's true, 


it's good [Inaudible remarks] 


... There are voices that are very moving, they have timbres within the 
timbre, a form 
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much warmer and then there it starts to be already very and then 
there is the music itself transcendental which it often seems to me to 
bring a line [Pause] very... [126:00] 


[Inaudible] as a narrator. The instrument, the instrumental 
instrument, is the power of a narrating voice, but not that the 
narration is a narrator. And so this framing is anyway, it's the 
relationship, it's something of several movements, but it's not 
necessarily the shot. [Inaudible] Am I lost? 


Deleuze: No, in my opinion, it's another topic, but that's fine, you 
launch another topic as being the one that interests you [127:00] and 
maybe... Yes, it seems to me, but maybe not, maybe not if you 
continue, we may realize that... for the moment, for me, that seems to 
me to be another subject. 


Villain: No, but it still fits? 
Deleuze: Yes, it fits! 


Villain: Because, when he said that every microphone is already a 
filter, that he already distorts in relation to what he calls the real or 
the voice or a sound, but at the same time I remember what always 
said Bresson, on the contrary finally... where he said that precisely the 
micro-tape recorder device captured in a way... captured and 
reproduced more faithfully what the ear heard than the camera-lens 
device [128:00] by compared to what the eyes see. So I don't know if 
it goes in the direction of this discrepancy between the framed and the 
real finally, which exists both at the level of the image, but which also 
exists at the level of the sound, and according to Bresson, a lot less 
necessarily. Finally Bresson answers precisely, he thinks that the 
device for recording and reproducing sound in the cinema is quite 
faithful. And precisely he who works, so there, that's why he works, 
that's why I'm talking a bit about Bresson because it's true that, 
everything that was said earlier on the work on sound material can be 
applied to Bresson's films even if... I believe that the technical means 
of the filters, in fact, are secondary in relation to our questions... 


Criton: I think there is... 


Villain: ...of the differentiation [129:00] of the sound material, finally, 
I believe in relation to a whole. 


Criton: In one of his articles, Fremont differentiates the relationship 
from the sound itself... That is to say, the sound is quite faithful, 
before it is picked up is there a reference, does it have a source or, for 
example, either by process of information, or by musical feedback, or 
by type of instrument, or by technological aptitude, the sounds have 
in themselves a degree [Inaudible] We call that “tonicity” and then 
there is another, another level [130:00] of fidelity which is the 
relationship to the image. [Deleuze wants to interrupt] What is the 
limit between a sound that has no tonicity and an image that has no 
reference either? And the relationship... [inaudible] 


Pinhas: I just have a remark to make: I would like us not to ask 
ourselves -- I'm not targeting anyone, well, no author in particular -- 
but we don't ask ourselves the problem of things in 
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itself, it doesn't bother to know what a sound is in itself before it is 
picked up, filtered, etc., etc. 


... and the sound for itself or the image for itself with Bresson, it's the 
same, but really the problem we're asking ourselves, there's no good... 
it's the Kantian problem. 


Villain: No, but Bresson, when he hears a voice, and he, when he 
hears a voice, he wants... 


Pinhas: There is actually no voice! 


Villain: No, but a voice, he wants, [131:00] a voice from someone, so 
from one of his models, he wants to hear it again as he chose it, so it 
is the device for capturing this voice, for reproducing this voice that is 
precisely important. 


Pinhas: Why talk about filters and things like that? It is obvious that 
the technical thing is only secondary, at the limit that which reveals to 
us how the technical machine of representation of the sound image or 
the machine of presentation of the sound image proceeds, once said 
that it there is no sound in itself for him, that will mean nothing; there 


is no naturalness of sound, we only ever have restitution procedures 
according to such and such operating modality of a sound, and from 
that, well, everything that goes back to a pseudo naturalness of sound 
, to a pseudo ipseity of the sound itself, finally all that is practically 
[indistinct word] it's the thing in itself... a problem without [132:00] 
being exceeded. 


Mixed voices: [Several people speak at the same time] 
Villain: Oh, but that's personal... 
Pinhas: No, but I'm talking about Bresson, and all that... 


Deleuze: I would just like to defend Richard because I believe I feel 
what he means. I take the same text, I believe we have in mind, 
[indistinct word] that of Fano, where it begins with, in effect, with 
icons in the sense of referential relation, referential relation to a 
source. No ! 


not to a source, I'm silly, a referential relation to something existing or 
pre-existing. 


So he therefore distinguishes, with a... he distinguishes from this point 
of view, one can distinguish noises, language and music, in my 
memory. But it seems to me that for him, far from attaching much 
importance to it, of course, you're right, he builds his sphere on that, 
eh! [133:00] He will... 


Criton: No, I would say no. [inaudible] 


Deleuze: It doesn't matter, it must be more or less the same. And that 
doesn't prevent that for him, as a musician, I add modern -- since 
we're dragging out the problem that we're not going to start, what 
new conception of music is it -- he doesn't There is a difference 
between noises, language and music only from the referential point of 
view, and this same referential point of view, he doesn't really care as 
soon as he works in the direction of sound. Since music will be the 
processing of all sounds, independently of their referential 
relationship. [ Break ; Deleuze seems to be looking at Pascale Criton] 
No, you would say no. 
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Crito: No because... yes, yes! [134:00] There may be some degree of 


[indistinct word] 


degree of significance, a degree of iconicity, and this is the scale of the 
relationship between image and sound... 


Deleuze: This is the second meaning of iconicity, did you say that 
there were two meanings? 


Criton: [Inaudible remarks] I ask the question about what can lead, 
[Pause] lead to research by computer, [135:00] so he poses it as... 
This point of view, he poses it as. .. but it's something that I bring up. 
And so, [inaudible] 


Deleuze: It does not go there; for the first time, we're going, we're 
going to have a disagreement. [Laughs; Crito tries to answer it] Yes, 
yes, yes! No, but I see where you're coming from, and it's not by 
chance that I said to myself it's another theme on which she goes, it's 
because you introduce something, you see? You posed then, you posed 
a very particular problem, it is not that problem. For me, it doesn't 
exist, it's very curious... and far from it... [Inaudible remarks] And I 
bet that [Inaudible remarks] that's almost the most important problem 
of the one you spoke to us 


Crito: [Inaudible answer; Deleuze speaks to him very softly] [136:00] 


Deleuze: Listen, we first proceed like this because that is part of my 
concern. What he said is only the appearance, do you basically agree, 
or does it seem obvious to you? [She says yes] Me too, I don't 
understand. When he says, it is not to make fun of the fact that he has 
too much love and hatred for Kant... 


Criton: You are very diplomatic... 


Deleuze: But you just [inaudible] quite violently -- you shouldn't bring 
the thing back to us all the same. 


Pinhas: [Inaudible] 


Deluze: Good! So, [ Pause] [137:00] iconicity, it does refer us to a 
sound element that is as if pre-existing. [Pause] Without iconicity, that 
means there is no referential relationship, there is no airplane noise, 
there is no noise, well, iconicity! Well it's the music. 


Criton : Ah, non. 


Deleuze: No? 


Criton: Yes, but me because iconicity, for example, is simply 
recognizing the source of the sound. 


Deleuze: No, it's not... maybe he'll fix everything by inspiration. 
[138:00] 
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Another student: [Inaudible beginning] I'm speaking very 
theoretically... [Inaudible] You simply get an extraordinary regularity 
with a hyper-saturated sound, [Inaudible] and if you listen to pre-war 
recordings, for example, you hears an orchestra of forty or fifty 
musicians treat an opera with real neatness, cleanliness, a great show 
of each line; it's extraordinary. So it seems to me that today for 
example, I heard here [139:00] just now you were talking about the 
incessant entries and exits, therefore an extreme precision of the 
information which is given by the sound. 


This is where there really is a real framing, which is good in relation 
to the iconicity of sounds, from sound elements to information, to a 
real idea of filters, [Inaudible remarks] and all that produces it as 
pure, as belonging to a musicality. It is not music; it is really a 
framing, to something which in turn forms a block but then properly 
sonorous. 


Deleuze: It's the word iconicity that... It has two completely different 
meanings. [140:00] So it's time to fix that. [Inaudible] There are two 
completely different meanings, there are even maybe three depending 
on the complexity. An iconicity of the aircraft noise type, a plane 
passes by, that is, by referential contribution. When you tell us we still 
have to call iconicity, iconicity, iconicity, the relationship to the 
source in the sense of, not the object that makes a noise but, so here I 
seem to be saying the same thing, but you feel that it is not at all in 
the same way that an airplane makes a noise and that a flute produces 
the sound, produces such and such a sound. 


[141:00] I would say, the report of such a sound of a flute is entirely 
part, it seems to me, of these spatial depths which we spoke of earlier, 
and not at all of the reference to an object. The flute does not 
intervene at all as a spatial object. It intervenes, I would say, like 
much more [comments from a participant] particularly as a temporal 
vector, it intervenes as a figure of time a bit like framing, it's a 
question of time, it's not a question of cut out the space; framing is 
knowing when the shot begins and when it ends, it's not a matter of 


space, it's a matter of the shot. The relation of a sound to what you 
call its source, [142:00] is not a referential relation nor a relation to 
iconicity, but in relation to a sound only to what one can call a 
strength. The flute is a force, it is not, it is nothing else. However, if 
you mean a sound necessarily has a relationship with a force, then I 
would say it is completely the second diagram, the second diagram 
because... [Inaudible remarks] Do you agree? It's the second pattern, 
right? 


Criton: If... Maybe it's better... [Inaudible] The same sound can be 
recorded at different distances, [143:00] it's not a space that changes. 
That's right, it's the unfolding internally. [ Inaudible remarks] Just as 
when we listen to classical music [ Inaudible remarks] sound 
distances. I'm not saying it's true, just that it's not in space. 


Deleuze: Completely, yes, yes, yes, so it's part of... 
Crito: [Inaudible; motorbike noise outside] 


Deleuze: That's right, that's [144:00] therefore part of what we could 
equally well call non-spatial force or interior sound space, that is to 
say that as autonomous in relation to visual space. At this point, I 
completely agree. 
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Another student: But has there always been the foundations of the 
Straubs, etc., even in sounds in general, in recordings? 


Deleuze: So, here is another question: is it true that it has always 
existed? It all depends on what that means, things have always 
existed; the history of art, it teaches us that things like that, things 
existed but we did not see them. The question is not whether things 
really existed, the question is whether we saw them and if we heard 
them. [145:00] Because, indeed, it exists by virtue of what they are... 
[Inaudible] In an image what do we see? What do we hear, okay? And 
in addition, second question, has it always existed? I do not believe at 
all that for example before stereophony, even, in the first beat, that is 
to say the movement of sound traversing 360°. The journey of sound 
towards 360°... 


The same student: But there was already a movement because it had 
the back, the front... 


Deleuze: Yes, and yes, and yes! It's as if you were saying space, it has 
always existed. Well yes, sound has always existed and sound has 
always done something in space. [146:00] Well yes, well yes, and then 
after? 


Student: No, I understand correctly, when he said that there is a 
second use of stereo, it's enriched sounds, sounds with more 
thickness... 


Deleuze: And you are saying that this did not exist before? Are you 
saying it's been there before? 


Student: Yes, it existed, because a sound, even before stereo, you 
could use certain filters to give a richer sound, a frequency, whatever 
you want, stereo was a use of filters, that ... I agree with him when 
Gilles says that it's not, the important thing isn't the space, that, that I 
agree, with the modulators, too. But I believe that the problem of the 
thickness of the sound and the quality, or the use of the filters, the 
autonomy 


[147:00] sound and the balance of power between them, that has 
always existed. 


Deleuze: So we can say, in a way, when we said, well yes, we should 
go see the first polyphonist, that's what they do. And then... 


Criton: Yes, he likes the balance of power to transpose it to the 
internal plane, but more... 


Deleuze: So we can say sound polyphonies. This does not prevent that 
when the micro processes resume [We are talking about Deleuze at 
the same time] or when, when it is taken up from the perspective of a 
serial music, which has gone through a music, [148:00] which passed 
through the end of the 19th and 20th centuries. When it is taken up 
by music [Inaudible comments] 


something has changed too, it's not the same thing, not the same and 
we don't hear the same things, you can't tell me, oh well, this tune is a 
return to the first polyphonist , it's not a return to the first 
polyphonist, it's just something else. 


It's the disgust of technology, I don't know there. 
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The same student: Not at all, not at all, I find technology interesting, 
but not only technology, if you can't find something behind it, that is 
to say there already had before the technology. 


Deleuze: We said it. We made a big warning, technology has no ends 
in itself. 


[149:00] Couldn't say more. Today we took care of a little technology, 
we do not take care of it much, not often, it is understood that it does 
not have its ends in itself. I say that I don't need to remember that all 
the time because the phases superior to technology, we know what 
they are. In any case, I mean in the hypothesis that I propose. 


It is accessing the autonomy of the sound image and the visual image. 
So in what form? 


For what ? We haven't seen that yet, we've only just begun to see it. 
This is the higher phases that are not technological. Accessing the 
autonomy of the image is something that goes beyond technique, 
that's an art project, it's an art project that is quite... but... 


therefore the technique can be said to be interior [150:00] to this 
project. And technological evolution, which owes nothing to this 
project, yet it is its very project; what interests us is the moment when 
it is interior to this very project. 


It even seems to me to be the very principles of the history of art. 
When the Germans did art history, that was one of their first points, 
how technology was interior and worked within what they called 
[inaudible German word], and that it was not by chance that such 
technology was taken in such will of art. So, the will to art, we have 
it, I mean that all this year, we only talked about that. So, you have to 
spare us for a technology session. So you say, but technology doesn't 
apply to itself, okay, but... [151:00] 


The same student: If I said that, it is because I find that, for example, 
what you consider that the stereo brings a, is already before the 
stereo. It's only for that. I am not against technology. I say that before 
the stereo, that was there before. That's all. 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Yes, well, I don't know what that means. Does that mean in 
what the Straubs do, there was that already? 


The same student: No. 


Deleuze: No, it doesn't mean that, it doesn't mean that either, that in 
what Schoenberg does, it was already [Recording interrupted] 
[2:31:43] 


... You have to think about what you are saying here, because for me, 
it is as if you were saying colors, the treatment of colors in 
Impressionism, [152:00] it existed before. I admit that I don't know, I 
don't know anymore, you're confusing me, it seems very strange to 
me. I would like you to react or if you have points of disagreement or 
points where you see things that you want to add. 


Another student: [Inaudible] 
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Deleuze: You can talk about that a bit [153:00] the next session as we 
will have to start again... So we haven't finished... Yes, because 
indeed, the composers' point of view, it's... I'd like to get this 
technology thing over with. 


Another student: That's the story of the stereo, that. There are scores 
where the dissociation of two choirs is used as decomposition 
material. It's already a stereo effect when you have an A heart on the 
left and a B heart on the right and they meet, they talk to each other 
and exchange between them. [inaudible] 


Deleuze: Alright, alright, 
Student: [Inaudible] [154:00] 


Deleuze: Okay, yes, and the question is: where to pass a criterion 
again? Because without this question I really hadn't planned, I had 
new blood. So where do pass a test again? [Pause] [Inaudible 
remarks] You say okay, there's nothing to do between modern music 
and the first polyphony, you grant me that, but in the end, you say, it's 
not the same thing, I don't understand. I'm not saying listening to 
[Maurice] Ravel or [Claude] 


Debussy is one of the first polyphonists. [155:00] I say, there is 
something new; techniques are not the same. OK for that. 


The previous student: I don't know, because I don't know the 
technique of polyphony, I... [Pause] 


Deleuze: Yes, fine, so we'll come back to the example from earlier, the 
electronic image, this time the electronic visual image, or else we 
would need examples of paints, of color then... [Pause ] I don't know 
anymore... [156:00] [Pause] It's not that I can't understand... It's clear 
what he's saying but I can't understand him, I can't understand. 


Richard Pinhas: There is a new operating field that reveals things that 
have always been there but which only appear through this operating 
field. On the other hand, there are new forces appearing, which 
obviously were there from all eternity. It's almost tautological. It is for 
example as if, we take the notion of memory in the history of 
philosophy at such a century or at such a time, let us take it from 
[Henri] Bergson, we can say that this notion was already there before, 
at such and such a stage, but that we hadn't known how to formulate 
it like that. It's practically the same thing. It's a matter of principle. 


Deleuze: But he means something else... 


Villain: In the cinema there was already a game [157:00] with... the 
different sounds. 


The same student: I wasn't even talking about music or cinema, 
because I was talking about sound processing, for example. I find this 
idea of sound framing very interesting, but you said that sound editing 
is not enough. Everything Dominique said, for 
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me, it doesn't get us anywhere; everything she says for me as... I don't 
see how one could think of a sound framing. 


Deleuze: That is my fault; she does not speak on her behalf, she had 
agreed to answer questions that I asked her, well, I wanted my 
technique session. It is normal that in this construction site... [Laughs] 
Well, there you go, I need you, one last time. Tell us, maybe it will 
work. Coming back to the second stereo scheme, huh? [158:00] Why 
isn't it simple polyphony and how is it different from polyphony? 


Pinhas: First it's practically different; technologically, I'm going to 
answer you at ground level, because in the meantime it was the 
loudspeaker, no, but in the end it's almost that. The difference then 
between music in the 19th century and that of today is first of all 
operators. The difference between monophony and polyphony is that 
you go from a single source to a dual source. This is an evolution in a 


sense, although you can call it what you want. There is the same 
distance between a single source and a dual source from the 
loudspeaker, between no loudspeaker at all and a loudspeaker. Am I 
expressing myself correctly? 


Or not ? [Pause] [159:00] The relationship between polyphony and 
monophony reproduced by disc, for example, is a technological 
nuance that is equivalent to any judgment that one could set aside, 
any personal judgment, to the qualitative and quantitative leap that 
there is between one loudspeaker and two loudspeakers as a dual 
source. 


The previous student: Going from one loudspeaker to two 
loudspeakers makes us think of the problems of stereophony as a 
spatial problem. 


Pinhas: It allows, on the contrary, to have a meditation on the internal 
perception and on the internal forces of the sound that we could not 
see before with the monophony simply. It allows us 


[160:00] to “theorize” in quotation marks a point of view that could 
not be “theorized” 


before because we did not have the data although things were there 
indeed. 


Deleuze: I believe that there will be an example that everyone could 
understand, we would have to do the research, find the time... We 
would have to find an example in painting for everyone to 

understand, an example in painting -- that's is found a thousand times 
-- where the color regime changes, what will be called with the most 
finality, is of course artistic. And on the other hand, that does not 
prevent the new color regime from being able to intervene if there had 
not been a technological change concerning either the medium or the 
equipment. 


[161:00] Once the new regime appears, we can go back and say: ah 
well yes that was already there. They already knew that. They already 
felt it. Some already called it their own evolution. And that does not 
prevent that it was necessary, I mean things as simple as, the color in 
the tube, it allowed more things than the color on the palette did not 
allow. And yet one would easily find, before color in tubes, one would 
easily find painters. 


Everyone, I believe, all creators are exactly in an [Edgard] Varése 
situation in relation to music. They are all in a state of shock where 


they scream, they scream, with an ambiguous scream, they scream, 
they scream, they scream: give me the new [162:00] means, I need 
new means , in the technical sense. Varése has always defined his 
music as needing new means, namely he was crossed by a great pre- 
feeling of electronics. He had 
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need of new means, and at the same time, he made music 
independently of his new means, of an admirable music, but 
completely tended towards these new means, which he called all his 
wishes, and perhaps that he greatly dreaded, thinking that when it 
came, it would also bring mediocrity. I am talking about all the 
technical discoveries as soon as they arrive, they are covered with 
mediocrity, that there are certain technical discoveries that we can no 
longer use. Take the example of music videos, [163:00] it's already 
screwed up, or it will take a fantastic renewal, the market has invaded 
so much and before it could give anything, before it could give 
anything, we have the feeling that it's already screwed up. 


So I try to give what would be a more convincing, more precise 
example of the origin of color in painting. I'm sure... I'm looking 
there... When the great colorists of the 17th arrive, well it's not by 
chance that it's the 17th, what happens between the 16th and the 
17th, like -- I don't don't say progress, that's why, progress is very 
ambiguous -- as technological development which allows the 
expression of certain forces which could not be expressed, in any case, 
which could not be expressed, not freely, not directly, 


[164:00] who could perhaps express themselves but indirectly? What 
makes you say in a change, the spaces of paintings have not stopped 
changing? That is art, it is the will to art. But it is obvious that they 
have changed at the same time as a certain optical technology has 
developed. So that doesn't mean that between Raphaél's space and 
Rembrandt's space, well, there is a whole perspective that has 
changed, that has changed technically, technologically. So if you said 
Rembrandt's space, it was already with Raphaél, no. In my opinion, it 
was not with Raphaél. He obtained the effects that Rembrandt obtains 
directly, 


[165:00] Raphael could only get them very, very indirectly, he could 
only get them from his own space. 


Me, it is in this way that I would try to answer you, but I do not know 


if it would suit you better. You'd start telling me again, good. Well, 
we'll see, listen, we'll see next time. 


Well, this session is curious, because we progressed very, very quickly, 
and then all the difficulties came at the end. [2:45:33] [End of 
recording] 


